ABSTRACT
Introduction

16
Poor nutrition due to food insecurity is endemic in homeless populations around the 17 world 1 3 and is thought to be germane to health inequalities 4 homeless, a spectrum of vulnerable adults (drug and alcohol addicts, probation clients, 25 asylum seekers and refugees) also makes use of, and depends on such services 7 .
26
Homeless and other vulnerable people have a poor health profile 4, 8 .
27
The nutritional quality of charitable meals has been criticized. Tse and Tarusuk 9 28 concluded that charitable meals in Toronto were insufficient to meet nutritional needs 29 of vulnerable people, while others argue that such meals may actively contribute to 30 poor health in homeless people 10 . The literature on nutritional quality of charitable 31 meals is sparse. One study in Toronto noted that charitable meal providers had little 32 capacity for meal improvement, particularly in organizations constrained by funding 33 and staff 11 . Indeed a cost-to-nutrient analysis of nutrient provision amongst homeless 34 people in Paris found that intake could not be improved using local foodstuffs, therefore 35 researchers chose to develop a fortified street food product 12 .
36
This study sought to examine charitable meal provision in two small organizations that 37 offered a weekly free meal to their local community in a large English inner city. Self-service food items made a substantial nutrient contribution at both organizations.
121
At Organization 1 these items provided 20-40% of DRV targets for energy, protein,
122
vitamin E, folate, calcium and iron, with lesser contribution for other nutrients.
123
However, self-service items also provided 17.7 g fat, 33.5g NMES and 1374.9mg sodium. this is the only service providing meals over the weekend in this city.
146
The sodium and NMES content of meals at both organizations was excessive, in large 
The Meaning of Food Provision
218
The primary function of both organizations was food provision; this presents a contrast 219 to faith-based organizations observed in other studies 9,24 where food distribution was 220 secondary to religious or educational objectives. There were some differences between 221 Organization 1 and 2 in ethos.
222
Organization 1 valued social interaction and time was allotted for this prior to the meal, 223 in order to make the social aspect distinct. In this setting the purpose of the meal itself 224 was clearly to fulfil physiological requirements (for energy) and alleviate hunger. This Organization 2)
299
I suspect they re also high energy bars for the middle of the day (Volunteer 5,
300
Organization 2)
301
The distinction between cooked and take-away items stemmed from an understanding 302 of guests attitudes take-away items represented either a tradable or purely functional 303 commodity. However, these properties increase their desirability Volunteer 5,
304
Organization 2). This insight supports other anecdotal evidence suggesting that 305 supplements distributed to a homeless population were traded rather than consumed 
